REMARKS 

I. Introduction 

With the addition of claims 45 to 57, claims 19 to 57 are currently 
pending in the present application. In view of the foregoing amendments and the 
following remarks, it is respectfully submitted that the present application is in 
condition for allowance, and reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

II. Election/Restriction 

Regarding the restated unity of invention objection, Applicants 
provisionally elect with traverse , alleged Subspecies A, Le., Figures 2a to 2c. 
Although the Office Action indicates that claims 19 to 24, 26 to 28, 30, 38 to 41 , 43, 
and 44 correspond to the provisionally-elected alleged Subspecies, it is noted that 
claims 25, 31 , and 32 have apparently been examined in that claim 25 was rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) and claims 31 and 32 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §§ 
112 and 103(a). 

Regarding the traverse , the Examiner's attention is respectfully 
directed to, for example, Annex B ("Unity of Invention") to the "Administrative 
Instructions Under the PCT," which may be found on pages AI-58 to AI-61 of the 
M.P.E.P. Annex B plainly sets forth that: (1) unity of invention is considered with 
respect to the independent claims and not the dependent claims; (2) no problem of 
lack of unity of invention arises with respect to dependent claims if the independent 
claims avoid the prior art; and (3) no problem of lack of unity of invention arises in 
the case of a genus/species situation where the genus claims avoid the prior art. 
While the Office Action identifies a "special technical feature" for each of alleged 
Subspecies A to D, this identification reflects an apparent misapprehension of 
special technical features in the context of a unity of invention analysis. As stated, 
for example, in M.P.E.P. § 1850, "[t]he expression 'special technical features' is 
defined in PCT Rule 13.2 as meaning those features that define a contribution which 
each of the inventions, considered as a whole, makes over the prior art." There is no 
discussion in the Office Action as to whether the "special technical features" 
identified in the Office Action corresponding to each of the alleged Subspecies 
constitutes a contribution over the prior art. That is, there is no indication in the 
Office Action that the prior art has been considered in evaluating and identifying the 
alleged Subspecies. 
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In view of the foregoing, withdrawal of the unity of invention objection is 
respectfully requested. 

111. Objection to the Specification 

Regarding the objection to the Specification, the Examiner's attention is 
respectfully directed to, for example, page 13, lines 17 to 31 and page 16, lines 33 to 
36 of the Specification. The cited section of page 13 describes a set of driving pins 
204 adapted to transmit torque in both a contacting and a non-contacting manner 
depending on the amount of torque being transmitted. The cited section of page 16 
describes a set of rotatable balls adapted to transmit torque in a contacting manner. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the meaning of the term "third force- 
transmission device" recited in claims 30 to 32 is readily apparent. Withdrawal of 
this objection is therefore respectfully requested. 

IV. Objection to the Drawings 

Regarding the objection to the drawings, the Examiner's attention is 
respectfully directed to page 7, lines 25 to 28 of the Specification, which describes a 
ferromagnetic plate 104 bonded to magnets 101, 102 of a drive gear and that the 
ferromagnetic plate 104 is made of a ferromagnetic alloy. Since Figures 1a, 1b, and 
1c illustrate the ferromagnetic plate 104, it is respectfully submitted that the features 
included in claim 28 are adequately illustrated. Withdrawal of this objection is 
therefore respectfully requested. 

V. Rejections of Claims 21. 28. 30 to 32, 40 and 41 Under 35 U.S.C. S 112 

Claims 21 , 28, 30 to 32, 40 and 41 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 

112, second paragraph as allegedly indefinite. 

Regarding claim 21 , the Examiner will note that claim 21 has been 
amended herein without prejudice to recite "wherein a total number of reciprocating 
elements of the second force-transmission device of the output element is greater 
than an effective number of threads of the spiral line of the drive element." 

Regarding claim 28, whether or not the drawings show a layer is 
irrelevant to whether or not claim 28 is definite. However, as indicated above, at 
least Figures 1a, 1b, and 1c adequately illustrate the features of claim 28. Moreover, 
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claim 28 has also been amended herein without prejudice to change "a material 
having ferromagnetic properties" to --a ferromagnetic material--. 

Regarding claims 30 to 32, these claims set forth that a third force- 
transmission device with a reasonable degree of clarity and precision, which is all 
that is required for compliance with the definiteness requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112. 
For example, claim 30 recites "a third force-transmission device configured to 
transmit torque in a contacting manner from the drive element to the output element;" 
claim 31 recites "a third force-transmission device at the output element configured 
to transmit torque in a contacting manner from the drive element to the output 
element;" and claim 32 recites that "the third force-transmission device is configured 
to transmit torque in both the contacting manner and a non-contacting manner from 
the drive element to the output element." There is nothing included -- or omitted -- in 
claims 30 to 32 that render them unclear. 

Regarding claims 40 and 41, Applicants respectfully disagree with the 
contention that "the phrase, 'a point at which the output element is supported' is 
unclear," particularly in view of the discussion appearing at, for example, page 20, 
lines 15 to 33 of the Specification and the illustration of Figure 7. Furthermore, there 
is no need to identify "what the output element is supported by, how it is supported, 
and to what point the distance is measured to" for compliance with the definiteness 
requirement of 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

In view of all of the foregoing, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully 

requested. 

VI. Rejection of Claims 19, 21, 22, 38 to 

41, 43 and 44 Under 35 U-S.C. S 102(b) 

Claims 19, 21, 22, 38 to 41, 43 and 44 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 2,295,998 1 ("Maxson et al."). It is 
respectfully submitted that Maxson et al. does not anticipate the present claims for at 
least the following reasons. 

Claim 19 recites, inter alia , that a first force-transmission device and a 
second force-transmission device are configured to transmit torque from the drive 
element to the output element to effect a rotary motion in the output element, a 



Although the Office Action refers to U.S. Patent No. 2,295,988, it is assumed that the intent 
was to refer to U.S. Patent No. 2,295,998. Clarification is nevertheless respectfully requested. 
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frequency of rotation of the output element lower than a frequency of rotation of the 
drive element . The Office Action cites to page 3, lines 7 to 14 of Maxson et al. as 
allegedly disclosing the above recited features. However, the cited section only 
describes the relationship between an input/basic angle and an actual angle of 
rotation of a spiral gear 201 . As explained on page 2, left-hand column, lines 63 to 
75, the basic angle varies between 0° and 90°. For a five-turn spiral, the basic angle 
is multiplied by twenty, thereby multiplying the sine output by twenty and increasing 
the effective radius of the spiral gear 201 . Thus, the cited section describes only the 
spiral gear 201 . Absent from this disclosure is any suggestion that rotation of the 
follower gear 204 is lower than that of spiral gear 201 . 

In addition, based on the relative sizes of the spiral gear 201 and the 
follower gear 204, the frequency of rotation of the follower gear 204 is apparently 
greater than that of the spiral gear 201 . The spiral gear 201 , with its larger radius, 
would take longer than the follower gear 204 to complete a full revolution. In 
contrast, the gearing according to the present application is subject to a reduction 
ratio which causes the output gear 200 to rotate at a slower rate than the drive gear 
100. 

As more fully set forth above, Maxson et al. does not disclose, or even 
suggest, all of the features included in claim 19. As such, it is respectfully submitted 
that Maxson et al. does not anticipate claim 19. 

As for claims 21 and 22, which depend from claim 19 and therefore 
include all of the features included in claim 19, it is respectfully submitted that 
Maxson et al. does not anticipate these dependent claims for at least the reasons 
more fully set forth above. 

Regarding claims 38, 43 and 44, each of claims 38, 43 and 44 includes 
features analogous to features included in claim 19. Thus, the Office Action is 
plainly deficient in the rejection of claims 38, 43 and 44 for at least the reasons more 
fully set forth above. Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that Maxon et al. does 
not anticipate claims 38, 43 and 44, or any of dependent claims 39 to 41 , which 
depend from claim 38, for at least the reasons more fully set forth above. 

In view of all of the foregoing, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully 

requested. 
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VII. Rejection of Claim 20 Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) and S 103(a) 

Claim 20 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by or, 
alternatively, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over, Maxson et al. 

Since claim 20 depends from claim 19, it is respectfully submitted that 
claim 20 is patentable over Maxson et al. for at least the reasons more fully set forth 
above in support of the patentability of claim 19. 

In view of all of the foregoing, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully 

requested. 

VIII. Rejection of Claims 23 to 28 and 30 to 32 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 23 to 28 and 30 to 32 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as unpatentable over the combination of Maxson et al. and U.S. Patent No. 
2,243,555 ("Faus"). 

Claims 23 to 28 and 30 to 32 ultimately depend from claim 19 and 
therefore include all of the features included in claim 19. As more fully set forth 
above, Maxson et al. does not disclose, or even suggest, all of the features included 
in claim 19. Faus does not cure the critical deficiencies of Maxson et al. more fully 
set forth above. As such, it is respectfully submitted that the combination of Maxson 
et al. and Faus fails to render unpatentable claims 23 to 28 and 30 to 32, which 
ultimately depend from claim 19. 

In view of all of the foregoing, withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully 

requested. 

IX. New Claims 45 to 57 

Claims 45 to 57 have been added herein. It is respectfully submitted 
that claims 45 to 57 add no new matter and are fully supported by the present 
application, including the Substitute Specification. 

Since claims 45 to 48 ultimately depend from claim 19, it is respectfully 
submitted that claim 45 to 48 are patentable over the references relied upon for at 
least the reasons more fully set forth above in support of the patentability of claim 19. 

Since claims 49 to 51 ultimately depend from claim 38, it is respectfully 
submitted that claim 49 to 51 are patentable over the references relied upon for at 
least the reasons more fully set forth above in support of the patentability of claim 38. 
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Since claims 52 to 54 ultimately depend from claim 43, it is respectfully 
submitted that claim 52 to 54 are patentable over the references relied upon for at 
least the reasons more fully set forth above in support of the patentability of claim 43. 

Since claims 55 to 57 ultimately depend from claim 44, it is respectfully 
submitted that claim 55 to 57 are patentable over the references relied upon for at 
least the reasons more fully set forth above in support of the patentability of claim 44. 

X. Conclusion 

It is therefore respectfully submitted that all of the presently pending 
claims are allowable. All issues raised by the Examiner having been addressed, an 
early and favorable action on the merits is earnestly solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: September 3, 2009 By: /Clifford A. Ulrich/ 

Clifford A. Ulrich 
Reg. No. 42,194 

KENYON & KENYON LLP 

One Broadway 

New York, New York 1 0004 

(212)425-7200 

CUSTOMER NO. 26646 
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